20551-20600) NOTICES OF JUDGMENT

16% alcohol ", borne on the carton and bottle labels, was false and misleading ;
for the further reason that the article contained alcohol and the label failed
to bear a statement of the quantity or proportion of aleohol contained therein,
the article containing less than the 16 percent of alcohol declared, the two lots
containing 7.2 percent and 6.8 percent of alcohol, respectively.

On January 3, 1933, a plea of guilty to the information was entered on behalf
of the defendant company, and the court imposed a fine of $10 and costs.

R. G. TueweLL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20584. Adulteration and misbranding of National Yeastolized (Medicated)
salt. U.S. v. National Feeders Corporation. Plea of nolo con-
}(83,1715112e)re. Judgment for $200 and costs. (F. & P. no. 28123, 1.S. no.

This action was based on the interstate shipment of a quantity of National
Yeastolized (Medicated) salt, Samples taken from the article were found to
contain little, if any, yeast, cod-liver oil, potassium iodide, or Epsom salt,
substances which were represented to be ingredients of the article.

On September 2, 1932, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of Ohio, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for the district aforesaid an information
against the National Feeders Corporation, Tiffin, Ohio, alleging shipment by
said company in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on or about June 13,
1931, from the State of Ohio into the State of Minnesota, of a quantity of
National Yeastolized (Medicated) salt that was adulterated and misbranded.
The article was labeled in part: “ National Yeastolized (Medicated) Salt
*# * * (Contains Yeast, Cod Liver Oil, * * * Potassium Todide, * =* =
Epsom Salts. * * * Manufactured by The National Feeders Corp., Tiffin,
Ohio.” .

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that
its strength and purity fell below the professed standard and quality under
which it was sold, since it was represented to contain an appreciable quantity
of yeast, cod-liver oil, potassium iodide, and Epsom salts, whereas it contained
little, if any, cod-liver oil, Epsom salts, or yeast, and no potassium iodide.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the statements, “ Yeastolized
(Medicated) Salt * * * Contains Yeast, Cod Liver Oil * * = Potassium
Iodide * * * Epsom Salts”, borne on the sacks containing the article. were
false and misleading, since the article contained little, if any, cod-liver oil,
Epsom salts, and yeast, and no potassium iodide.

On October 7, 1932, a plea of nolo contendere was entered on behalf of the
defendant company, and on November 10, 1932, the court entered judgment
against the defendant for $200 and costs.

R. G. TveweLL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

20585. Misbranding and alleged adulteration of cactus butter. U.S. v. 94
Packages of Cactus Butter. -Default decree of condemnation, for-
feiture, and destraction. (F. & D, no. 29022. Sample no. 2094-A.)

This action involved a quantity of a product represented to be cactus butter,
which was found to consist essentially of peanut butter with added oil and a
trace of plant extractive material. Examination of the article disclosed that it
contained no ingredient or combination of ingredients capable of producing
certain curative and therapeutic effects eclaimed in the labeling,

On October 12, 1932, the United States attorney for the District of New
Mexico, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the Dis-
trict Court of the United States for the district aforesaid a libel praying seizure
and condemnation of 94 packages of cactus butter at Albuquerque, N.Mex.,
alleging that the article had been shipped in interstate commerce on or about
May 17, 1932, by the Arizona Laboratories, Inc., from Phoenix, Ariz., to Albu-
querque, N.Mex., and charging adulteration and misbranding in violation of the
Food and Drugs Act as amended. The article was labeled in part: “ Cactus
Butter * * * compounded and packed exclusively by Universal Cactus Food
Products Phoenix, Arizona, * * * gole American distributor Phoenix Chem-
ical Laboratories, manufacturing chemists * * * Phoenix, Arizona.” :

Analysis of a sample of the article by this Department showed that it con-
sisted essentially of peanut butter with added oil and a trace of plant extractive
material.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in violation of see-
tion 7 of the act, under drugs, in that its strength and purity fell below the




